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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )S Responsive to communication(s) filed on 01 February 2002 . 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)^ This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) D Claim(s) 1-25 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) ^ Claim(s) 1^25 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) ^3 The drawing(s) filed on 01 February 2002 is/are: a)S accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U;SC § 119 

12) Q Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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2) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) Paper No(s)/Mail Date. . 

3) □ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449 or PTO/SB/08) 5 ) D Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-1 52) 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date . 6) □ Other: . 
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DETAILED ACTION 

This is in response to application filed on 02/01/02 in which claims 1-25 are presented for 
examination. 

1. Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the 
written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described 
in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that 
the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

Regarding claim 3, all the limitation of this claim was not described in the specification 
in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventors at the 
time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

2. Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C 101 reads asjpllows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

Claims 1-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed 
to non-statutory subject matter. 

Regarding claims 1-25, the claimed invention are directed to non- statutory subject matter. 
Specifically, the claims fail to recite subject matter which useful process, machine, manufacture 
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or composition of matter or any new and useful improvement. It is a conceptual description of a 
method or means, as distinct, for instance from a computer implemented method or means. 

3. Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set 
forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 
of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.G. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
4. Claims 1, 2, 4-6, 9, J3, 15-20, 24 and 25 are rej ected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kageneck et al. (U.S 5404514) (Kageneck) in view of Turtle et al. (U.S 5488725) 
(Turtle). 

Regarding claims 1 and 24, Kageneck discloses: a method and an apparatus for determining 
equivalent descriptions for an information need comprising: identifying a candidate pair of equivalent 
descriptions by locating two queries that refer to the same information need (an information need in 
Kageneck corresponds to a term, which may b a phrase col. 1, lines 58-64; calculating a score for the 
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candidate pair dependent on the frequency with which the candidate pair occurs in the list as 
constructing for each term a ranked list of companions of said term which list contains the terms that 
appear in the same documents as said term in order of the sum of the weights of the companions over all 
documents (col. 2, lines 7-23, Kageneck). 

identifying a list of queries issued by one or more users (col. 8, lines 42 to col. 9, lines 30, 
Kageneck). Kageneck is directed to terms within a single query, but a list of queries terms act in 
a search like a list of queries, but the terms can also be distinguished from the query in which the 
appear, taken as a whole. Even though they may be in the same natural language query. 

However, Kageneck didn't disclose: determining that each half of the candidate pair is an 
equivalent description for the information need if the score is above a defined threshold. On the 
other hand, Turtle discloses: determining that each half of the candidate pair is an equivalent 
description for the information need if the score is above a defined threshold (col. 19, lines 62 to 
col. 20, lines 7, Turtle). Thus, at the time invention was made, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to include the step for determining that each half of the 
candidate pair is an equivalent description for the information need if the score is above a 
defined threshold in the system of Kageneck as taugh t by T urtle. The motivation being to have a 
method computed the probability for each concept/document pair. The result is normalized by 
the number of concepts in the query to determine the overall probability estimate that the 
document satisfies the information requirement set forth in the query (col. 19, lines 37 to col. 20, 
lines 7, Turtle) 

Regarding claim 9, all the limitations of this claim have been noted in the rejection of 
claim 1. It is therefore rejected as set forth above. In addition, Kageneck/Turtle discloses: 
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identifying a plurality of descriptions that are associated with a plurality of information needs 
(col. 2, lines 7-24, Kageneck). 

Regarding claim 17, all the limitations of this claim have been noted in the rejection of 
claim 1 . It is therefore rejected as set forth above. 

Regarding claim 25, all the limitations of this claim have been noted in the rejection of 
claim 24. It is therefore rejected as set forth above. In addition, Kageneck/ Turtle discloses: at 
least one memory having program instructions (fig. 1 and 9 and corresponding text, Kageneck) 
and at least one processor configured to execute the program instructions to perform the 
operations (col. 20, lines 50 to col. 21, lines 18, Turtle). 

Regarding claims 2 and 13, all the limitations of these claims have been noted in the 
rejection of claims 1 and 9 above, respectively. In addition, Kageneck/ Turtle wherein 
identifying a candidate pair comprises: locating two queries that contain at least one term in 
common (col. 17, lines 31-54, Turtle) and identifying as a candidate pair the portions of the two 
queries that are not in common (col. 18, lines 36-53, Turtle). The motivation being to have a 
method computed the probability for each concept/document pair. The result is normalized by 

th^un^eLoXconcepts in the^queiyJo^detennine the overall-probability estimate 

document satisfies the information requirement set forth in the query (col. 19, lines 37 to col. 20, 
lines 7, Turtle) 

Regarding claims 4, 15 and 18, all the limitations of these claims have been noted in the rejection 
of claims 1 and 9 and 17. In addition, Kageneck/ Turtle discloses: wherein calculating a score 
comprises: determining a first frequency with which the candidate pair occurs within the list (col. 7, 
lines 34 to col. 8, lines 40, Kageneck); determining a second frequency with which one half of the 
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candidate pair occurs within the list (col. 5, lines 5-50, Kageneck); calculating a score based on a ratio of 
the first frequency and the second frequency (col. 5, lines 51 to col. 6, lines 21, Kageneck). 

Regarding claims 5 and 19, all the limitations of these claims have been noted in the rejection of 
claims 1 and 17 above, respectively. In addition, Kageneck/ Turtle discloses: further comprising 
excluding any candidate pair with a frequency of occurrence in the list below a defined threshold (col. 
21, lines 19-40, Turtle). 

Regarding claims 6 and 20, all the limitations of these claims have been noted in the rejection of 
claims 1 and 17 above, respectively. In addition, Kageneck/ Turtle discloses: further comprising 
excluding any candidate pair wherein one half of the candidate pair contains a misspelled term (col. 13, 
lines 14-23, Turtle). 

Regarding claim 16, all the limitations of this claim have been noted in the rejection of claims 9 
and 15. It is therefore rejected as set forth above. In addition, Kageneck/ Turtle discloses: determining a 
third frequency with which the other half of the candidate pair occurs within the plurality of descriptions 
(col. 5, lines 5 to col. 6, lines 67, Kageneck); calculating a score base on a ratio of the first frequency 
and the smaller of the second and third frequencies (col. 5, lines 5 to col. 6, lines 67, Kageneck). 
5. Claims 3, 14 and 23 are rejected under35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over __ 
Kageneck et al. (U.S 5404514) (Kageneck) in view of Turtle et al. (U.S 5488725) (Turtle) and 
further in view of McGreevy (U.S 6740981). 

Regarding claims 3 and 14, all the limitations of these claims have been noted in the 
rejection of claims 1 and 9 above, respectively. However, Kageneck/ Turtle didn't disclose: 
wherein identifying a candidate pair comprises: identifying, in a first description, a term Tl 
having character Ci, where 1=1 through n; identifying, in a second description, a sequence of n 
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terms, T2 1 , T22 . . . T2n; and determining that term T 1 and terms T2 1 , T22 . . . T2n are a candidate 
pair if each Ci matches the first letter of T2i (col. 10, lines 42-col. 11, lines 65, McGreevy). 
Thus, at the time invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art to include the step for identifying the first and second description as above in the 
combination system of Kageneck/ Turtle as taught by McGreevy. The motivation being enable 
the system process to determine a directional contextual metric for each one of the term pairs by 
starting term Tl is selected and identified (col. 10, lines 42-col. 1 1, lines 65, McGreevy) 

Regarding claim 23, all the limitations of this claim have been noted in the rejection of 
claims 1 and 2 above. It is therefore rejected as set forth above. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Cindy Nguyen whose telephone number is 703-305-4698. The examiner can 
normally be reached on M-F: 8:00-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Safet 
Metjahic can be reached on 703-308-1436. The fax phone numbers for the organization where this 
application or proc eedin g is assigned are 703-872-9306 for regular communications and 703 -872 -9306 
for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding should 
be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-305-3900. 
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